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University of Minnesota, Morris
Campus Assembly Minutes
October 31, 1977
Provost Imholte announced that the UMM football game this Saturday would
be televised regionally by ABC.
The motion of the Teacher Evaluation Committee remains the item for
business.
Abstract of the Discussion
Iftikhar Khan, Associate Professor of English, spoke favorably about
the research done by the committee. The questionnaire has two purposes:
one to improve the teacher and the other to evaluate the teaching.
Unfortunately it deals with the means only and not the ends. It neglects
the course itself. It places the student and teacher in opposition and
in so doing undercuts the harmony of the academic community. The questions
are confusing because individual and collective judgments are put together.
Too many questions are being asked. The credibility of the questionnaire
is not clear. Khan commented critically on each of the questions. He
suggested that the proposal be sent back to the committee.
Eric Klinger, Professor of psychology, moved the following motion: "Disclaimer:
The fact that this form inquires about your instructor's behavior is not to
deny that the primary responsibility for arranging one's learning lies with
the student. Furthermore, the attributes inquired about are not intended to
define 'good teaching' but merely represent a collection of attributes likely
to be of interest to most students and faculty in regard to the teaching
process." The motion was seconded.
Ruth Retzlaff, Assistant Supervisor in Records, felt the faculty were being
put on the spot. Rather than put a disclaimer in the form, the questions
ought to be changed.
Paul Garaffa, student, said the students wished to put in a similar amendment,
and the Klinger motion does what they want.
Fred Farrell, Associate Professor of French, spoke against the motion because
the form does define teaching in a behavioristic fashion.
Nathaniel Hart, Professor of English, supported Farrell's objection and
asserted that there is no fear on the part of the faculty to be evdluated.
One is concerned about evaluation which measures trivial matters while
other matters of greater importance may be left unsaid. I may follow some
of the behavioral suggestions, but they will not necessarily make me a
better teacher.
Susan Willis, Assistant Professor of English, agreed with Hart's criticism.
John Ingle, Associate Professor of art, thought the apology would carry
little weight.
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Ernest Kemble, Professor of psychology, suggested that the disclaimer
was not an apology. The spirit of the motion is to suggest the form
measures some aspects - not everything.
Merle Hirsh, Chairman of the Division of Sciences and Mathematics,
intended to vote against the motion because it is simply a cosmetic job.
Hart believed there are many other alternatives. We are going beyond the
Senate imperatives. We are trying to develop a student evaluation form
which is primarily for students.
The question was called and the motion failed:
3 abstentions.

19 ayes; 38 nayes; and

Hirsh felt the present form is more helpful to him as an administrator
than is the proposed form. Would it be possible to use the existing form
for one more year?
George Fosgate, Campus Assembly Parliamentarian, ruled that this request
could be a substitute motion.
W.D. Spring, Chairman of the Humanities Division, was sympathetic to
Hirsh's motion, but he argued that defeat of the motion on the floor would
accomplish the same thing.
Harold Hinds, Assistant Professor of history, and Bert Ahern, Associate
Professor of history urged the Assembly to defeat the motion, and then
recommit the original motion to committee.
The Hirsh motion and second was withdrawn.
Ahern thought the Teacher Evaluation Committee's motion gave the campus
a chance to look at two instruments for measurement. Both forms address
the performance of the instructor in the classroom. The new one might
be subject to misuse, but no more than the old. There are, however,
advantages to the old questionnaire. It does provide the campus with wide
norms. Perhaps the faculty ought to develop their own questionnaire for
diagnostic p1.ll"poses. I am hopeful that the Teacher Evaluation Committee
will direct its attention to the problem of teacher development.
Hinds moved to recommit the motion. There are real problems with the
proposed questionnaire, he said. The committee ought to reexamine the
proposal and to take into account the objections. He added that the
committee had done a good job. The motion was seconded.
Klinger spoke against the motion to recommit. This is the best compromise.
It would be futile to send it back. Granted the form will not satisfy
everyone, but on balance will it do more harm than good?
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Russ DuBois, Head Librarian, spoke against using the form until it was
more satisfactorily tested.
Ahern spoke against the motion.
Hinds thought that the main motion may be defeated badly. It may not
be possible to bring it back without instructions to the committee.
Spring said the committee has the power to bring back what it wishes.
The main motion deserves to be voted up or down.
The motion to recommit failed:

9 ayes; 50 nayes; l abstention.

The question was asked to be put to a vote. A quorum count was called.
The meeting dismissed for lack of the necessary 69 members.
Meeting adjourned.
James Gremmels
Secretary
pt
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UMM Faculty and Administration

MCSA Teacher Evaluation Task Force
the proposed new teacher evaluation form
Since the last Campus Assembly meeting members of MCSA have taken an in-

depth look at the proposed new teacher evaluation from.

From this investiga-

tion we have concluded that the student body, as a whole, is in favor of the
new teacher evaluation form.
The purpose of this memo is to explain why students are in favor of the
new teacher evaluation from and at the same time encourage you to vote for the
new form at the next Campus Assembly meeting.
We list below the reasons we feel the new teacher evaluation form is better
than the old form.

An oral interpretation of these reasons will be given at the

next Campus Assembly meeting.

We know some of the reasons given are reasons for

the evaluation of instructors by students in general.

We are using these to em-

phasize the need for student evaluation as well as backround for our arguments
for the new teacher evaluation form.
1)

University Senate Legislation requires documented evidence of instructional

effectiveness.

They also state that student reaction must be one component of

teaching evaluation.

"Evidence of instructional effectiveness" above may be

interpreted as meaning simply evidence indicating whether the instructor is effective or ineffective.

Or the statement may be interpreted as meaning evidence

indicating whether the teacher is effective or ineffective and further evidence
showing what facets of teaching the instructor is proficient at and where the
instructor may be lacking.
curate.

MCSA believes the second interpretation is more ac-

Furthermore they believe students are capable of accurately providing

such information.
2)

MCSA agrees with the Teacher Evaluation Committee and such experts as Richard

Miller that students are able to evaluate teaching perceptively and fairly.
3)

MCSA agrees with the University Senate and the Teacher Evaluation Committee

that student evaluation is valuable.

4)

Presently the administration has very little to use in determining teaching

effectiveness.

It is important that they get a better handle on teaching effect-

iveness since it is the first and most important criterion considered when an
instructor is up for promotion and/or tenure.
5)

Being that UMM is in a difficult situation with regard to developing alter-

native sources of teacher evaluation, those sources which we do have must be made
most functional (ie interpretable and explicite).
6)

MCSA agrees with the Teacher Evaluation Committee and such experts as Richard

Miller that personnel dicisions should not be diverced from the positive intent
of assisting faculty in teaching improvement.

Furthermore MCSA feels that assist-

ing faculty in teaching improvement should go on even when personnel decisions
such as promotion and tenure are not being made, and that the proposed new teacher evaluation form would assist the administration in determining which instructors
need to improve their teaching ability and what areas they might improve upon.
Also the new form, when evaluated over a period of time, would show how the instuctor was progressing in those areas he had been lacking in.
7)

The proposed new teacher evaluation form does not depict a teaching mold or

method all instructors should adhere to.

The characteristics which are evaluated

by the new form pretain to 95% of all teaching methods.

For those rare instances

when the characteristics evaluated by the form do not apply to the teaching method
employed there is the "not applicable" column that the student

can use.

In our investigation a few related thoughts were brought up which we will
include on this memorandum for your information.
1)

The proposed minimum requirements for academic progress does not different-

iate between those "established" students who have proven themselves and those
who have not.

Instructors should be evaluated with regards to promotions,

tenure and expulsion in the same way.
2)

MCSA strongly urges the administration and the Teacher Evaluation Committee

to search for and develop other instruments which can be used to evaluate teaching.

